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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Eastern District of Louisiana
(No. 02-CV-1657)

Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE, and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Wiite initially filed a Title VIl suit agai nst the defendant
conpl ai ning that she was a victimof racial discrimnation when she
was discharged from her job as a custodial worker at a public

school operated by the defendant. After her attorney withdrew from

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5. 4.



the case White and appellee agreed to settle her claimfor $600.
Based on this agreenent, the court issued a 60 day order on
Septenber 12, 2005 to dism ss the case. Approxi mately 30 days
|ater White noved to set aside the settlenent agreenent which the
district court denied. On Decenber 21, 2004 over 1 year |ater
White filed a notice of appeal. This court dism ssed Wite s appeal
as untinely. On June 7, 2005 Wite filed a notion for
reconsideration of the denial of her appeal with the district
court. The district court treated Wiite’'s notion as a Rule 60(b)
notion for reconsideration of the court’s denial of White' s notion
to set aside the settlenent agreenent and denied the notion. Wite
then filed this appeal.

The only issue before this court is whether the judge abused
its discretion in denying Wite's notion for reconsideration
pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b)(6).

Wite has filed a one page pro se brief and asserts in a
conclusory statenent that the settlenment was not fair because it
provided inadequate conpensation for her injuries. Thi s
conclusory statenent is i nadequate to denonstrate that the district
court abused its discretion in denying the notion for
reconsi derati on.

The judgnent of the district court is therefore AFFI RVED

AFFI RVED.






